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ABSTRACT 


This study ranks academic information systems (IS) 
departments according to the publishing record of their 
faculty members. The rankings are presented in two forms: 
by a per capita ranking and by a ranking in which the 
frequency of publication is multiplied by prestige weights 
for each journal. The rankings are presented in cumulative 
form for the 1985-92 period and are also broken down on an 
annual basis to track trends and changes in academic 
maoduction. Recommendations are made for future research 
and implications are drawn for the application of the 
techniques developed here for the evaluation of the research 


Meeeucltion Of DoD laboratories and schools. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


MIS departments have been one of the fastest growing in 
Mmememt years (Grover, et al., 1992, pg. 9). A common 
measure of academic departmental productivity is research 
publication in academic journals. This type of measure is 
used to rank academic departments. Such rankings are used 
to determine compensation and career tracking of faculty and 
to justify research grants. Ranking studies have been done 
joeeils> (Grover, et al., 1992), general business (Niemi, 
1988b), management (Stahl, et al., 1988), marketing (Niemi, 
1988a), and finance (Klemkowsky and Tuttle, 1977, Niemi, 
ims?) . These rankings are useful to institutions in 
pyeeracting students, staff, and research dollars. As a 
minimum they are valuable to those who want to know prestige 
Mmeerngs OL institutions (Grover, et al., 1992, pg. 5). In 
a methodological departure, this study ranks academic MIS 
departments by weighing the prestige of journals provided by 
Hayes and Huskey (1993) as well as weighing the faculty size 
difference between the departments. This thesis will 
explore the methods and criteria previously used to assign 


rankings. It will also explore the effects of combining the 


journal weights and a per capita method in the Yankee 
PLrocessce 

The purpose of this study is to develop an objective 
measure identifying the institutions who were leaders of IS 
research from 1985 to 8022. It would be useful to see how 
faculty size effects IS departmental rankings. It would be > 
useful to see if there are any trends or stability of 
rankings over time. This method can be used by DoDiias 


justify research organizations during budget reviews or when 


competing for resources. 


II. LITERATURE REVIEW 


A. NIEMI 

Niemi has authored many academic departmental ranking 
studies. His domain includes finance, marketing and 
business departments. His purpose was to create an 


objective measure of quality of academic departments to 


avoid the "...pitfalls of subjective evaluations based on 
name and reputation" (Niemi, Lo Sco yO. 2-3 je: He felt 
opinion surveys were important but "...particularly weak 


when used to evaluate specific programs within academic 
Mielmreitions"” (Niemi, 1988b, pg. 1). Consequently, Niemi 
(1987) decided to use the quantity of research published in 
academic journals as an objective measure of quality. He 
emphasized that research publication is not a complete 
measure of quality. However, it is universally recognized 
by academic institutions as crucial for assessment of 
premier programs (Niemi, 1987, pg. 1390). 

Niemi's (1987, 1988a, 1988b) methodology was based on 
the number of pages published normalized to a specific page 
Size. For example, Niemi averaged the number of characters 


per page from twenty randomly selected pages of a 


specifically chosen journal. This became the standard 
number of characters per page. This journal was assigned an 
adjustment coefficient of 1.00. An average number of 
characters per page was taken for all other journals used in 
the study. These journals were asSigned adjustment 
coefficients based on the standard number of characters per 
page. These adjustment coefficients were multiplied by the 
number of characters per page per article to standardize the 
different journal formats (Niemi, 1988b, pg. 3 and DOG vaas 

In his 1988 studies Niemi used a per capita method to 
account for differences in departmental size. No prigs 
attempt had been made to produce rankings taking into 
account these differences. Ignoring this factor would 
potentially result in lower a eranking for smaller 
departments (Niemi, 1988a, pg. Q9). 

One study divided authorship credit by co-authors 
(Niemi, 1987, pg. 1390). For example, an article with three 
authors from three different institutions each received one 
third scoring credit Of the tetaeleereveiee Another study 
gave institutions full scoring credit for articles iwi 
co-authors (Niemi, 19col icc ee 

Niemi (1988b) was the only author who urged caution when 


interpreting the results of the ranking study. His Stu@iee 


were produced with the intention that the information would 
be useful ie academia. He warned against drawing 
"unwarranted conclusions" realizing the limitations of using 


only research publication in academic journals as a measure 


mmeeiiality (Niemi, 1988b, pg. 3). 

He does not provide a specific comparison between the 
Gumeeceive and objective results in any of his studies. 
However, Niemi (1988b) stated that his results confirm many 
long held opinions in academia concerning departmental 
Smw@eality. He also stated his findings challenged popular 


perceptions regarding school rankings (Niemi, 1988b, pg. 2). 


B. STAHL, LEAP, AND WEI 

Beanl, et al., (1988) were interested in using the 
quantity of research publication in management journals aS a 
measure of productivity. They wanted to see who the leading 
research institutions were. They attempted to answer 
several questions regarding journal readership, ranking 
Stability between journals, ranking stability over time, 
ranking variations due to faculty size, in-house editorship 
Beeect, and ranking methodology criterion comparison (Stahl, 
meee. , 1988, pg. 716). 

meal, et al., Gliese yemusces Ewoe consensus sets of 


Mememals as their source of data. The first set was 


published by Coe and Weinstock (1984) without a prestige 
weighted factor for the journals. The second set was 
published by Sharplin and Mabry (1985) with prestige 
weighting criteria for the journals. 

The results were separated by journals whose primary 
readership was practitioners and whose primary readership 
was academic. They took in-house editorship and differences 
in faculty size into account. 

Stahl, et al., (1988) found that both total publicauiaa 
and per capita publication measures were significant based 
on Spearman correlations. They made the following 
recommendations based on their results. First, them 
recommend separating journal sets used for ranking studies 
based on target readership. The journal set should be 
selected from journals relevant to the target audience of 
the proposed study. Second they recommend examining the per 
Capita issue in future studies. They had difficulty am 
accurately determining faculty size due to dittetems 
organizational structures of the academic institutions. 
They finally recommend studying the in-house editorship 
effect further. They stated faculty at institutions that 
housed full-time editorial offices often had an advantage of 


easy access to the editors, better knowledge of editorial 


practices, and were more likely to share common views, 
Greating an advantage in publishing their research (Stahl, 


et al., 1988, pp. 715-717). 


C. VOGEL, WETHERBE, AND LENDING 

Vogel and Wetherbe (1984) sought Eee Golly neo 
categorize MIS research, to rank MIS journals by volume and 
type of research published, and to note differences in 
j0urnal publication preference of leading MIS institutions. 
The taxonomy created by Vogel and Wetherbe (1984) was 
designed to aid others locating desired areas of research. 
The journal set chosen was based on a previous study by 
Hamilton and Ives (1983), and the results of a mail survey 
conducted in 1980. Their study covered research publication 
meem 1977 to 1983. Their ranking included the 20 leading 
Meet tutions. The ranking was based on publication 
mmeeauctivity. Lending and Wetherbe (1992) updated the 
previous study done by Vogel and Wetherbe (1984), covering 
1984 to 1990. It appeared that ranking of institutions was 


Bee@oncdary to research characterization in both studies. 


D. GROVER, SEGARS, AND SIMON 
ime Study by Grover, et al., (1992) is the most recent 
Mmeing study of IS departments. They were influenced by 


previous academic business department ranking studies 


conducted by Klemkosky and Tuttle (197/), Niemi 0eag8 
1988a, 198865), and Stahl, et -al., "(hoo They wanted to 
apply previously used objective methods assess and rank 
academic IS departments. They emphasized that while it 
takes more than just quantity of research publicatig@imaes 
assess quality, it 1s an important element in an objective | 
measurement. Therefore, it was the basis for their research 
(Grover, et alw, loo2, co. 

Their study covered research publication from 1982 to 
1991. They ranked academic MIS departments based on the 
number pages published in selected academic journals. This 
was multiplied by a weighting factor for those journals. 
The journal set and weighting factors used by Grover, et 
al., were taken from a study done by Gillenson and Stutz 
(1991) ranking 38 MIS publications. The study by Gilieneee 
and Stutz (1991) was based on a survey of 269 schools aw 
the combined opinions of 135 chairman and senior professors 
in the IS field (Grover, et al., 1992, pg. 6). Ine reste 
were based on a scale of 0 to 4. The top five journals were 


used and their respective mean scores are as follows: 


JOURNAL WEIGHT 
Management Science (Sens) 
MIS Quarterly (dust) 
Communications of the ACM (3.39) 


Decision Sciences Wa) 

Bournal of MIS (2.84) 
Pmenougi not included in the study by Gillenson and Stutz 
(1991), Grover, et al., (1992) felt Information Systems 
Research was highly regarded by IS academics and included 
jmenin their journal set. It was assigned a value equal to 
Management Science because of its' high regard and because 
it is published by the same publisher as Management Science. 

Grover, et al., (1992) selected all articles from MISQ, 
men, JMIS. Only MIS specific articles were selected from 
Meeision Sciences and Management Science. Articles were 
selected based these keywords: Prertiaklene syseems, MIS, 
Seow Human Information Processing, Information Economics, 
etc. (Grover, et al., 1992, pg. 6). Articles were selected 
from Communications of the ACM that were relevant to "social 
impacts of computing", "management of computing", and "human 
Meeeets OL computing” (Grover, et al., 1992, pg. 6). This 
study used the same method to standardize page size as Niemi 
(1988b) with MIS Quarterly used as the standard journal. 

Meeerer, Ct al., (1992) divide scoring credit to an 
@@eertuction for articles with co-authors. For example, an 
article has three authors, two from University A and one 


From B College. University A will receive two thirds 


scoring credit while B College will receive only one) tiie 
SCOrINgG Credle TOreeme ah elele- Authorship was credited to 
an institution based on the affiliation printed ines 
publishing journal. This means that visiting professors 
were given credit for the university they were currently 
assigned at the time the article was published, not their 
parent university. 

Grover, et al., (1992) felt a weighted per capita 
factor was unnecessary. They emphasized that a per capita 
ranking is highly sensitive to the productivity of a few 
individuals which would skew the results. They also fea 
that the readership would be more interested in identifying 
leading research institutions than the institutions with the 
highest levels of research per capita (Grover, et al., 1992, 
pg. 6). 

The results of the top 50 MIS institutions Swe 
tabulated in two five-year periods and an overall ten-year 
period. Their results were tabulated for these time 
periods: 1982-1991, 1982-1986, and 1987-1991. Appendilaa 
contains the summary results from 1932-199). Grover, et 
ale (1992) noted an overall increase in publication 
productivity over the periods based on a Spearman's rank 


order correlation. They also noted a restructuring of the 


10 


top producing schools over the period. 


mmop in rank could be 
necessarily a decline 


me. /). Grover, et 


They assumed that a 


attributed to faculty turnover and not 


PEeesOqucr lye y 


al. 


f 


mo OZ} 


(Grover, 


did 


not 


Se ale, 997, 


include 


a 


comparison between objective and subjective ranking results. 


1] 


III. METHODOLOGY 


A. RESEARCH 

A consensus journal set was required to begin gathering 
data. Hayes and Huskey (1993) provided a list of 24 MIS and 
MIS related journals ranked and weighted by their prestige. 
This list is contained in Appendixes The following 


journals were used in this study: 





Rank Journal Prestige Weight # Articles 
ile Management Science Ze 99 
a Communications of the ACM iS om 
4. IEEE Transactions on IS HOSS 70 
ae Admin Science Quarterly Ose 1 
Ge ACM Transactions Onis LO210 28 
he MIS Quarterly LOeon 222 
on ACM Survey oe 1% 
9. Harvard Business Review 9.90 12 
Ole Academy of Management Journal oe 2. 
12. Decision Science 9.14 162 
14. Journal Of Miss Ou26 1 cm 
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Every journal from the Hayes and Huskey (1993) set was 
examined for feature articles with authors employed by an 
academic IS departments. It was assumed all articles 
written by IS department personnel were pertinent to the IS 
peeld. The period of time covered was 1985 to 1992. A 
database was created recording institution name, article 
imeele, author(s), journal, and date (year only). Article 
selection by Grover, et al., (1992) used keywords and key 
phrases pertinent to IS. This method could lead to 
selection of articles authored by non-IS- department 
personnel and consequently not used in this study. The 
articles were not normalized to a specific page length. If 
a multi-authored article was comprised of persons’ from 
Metivalte industry or public’ service, and academic IS 
departments it was’ selected. Scoring credit was then 
awarded to the academic IS departments. Due to 
Organizational structure differences, the 1992 DIRECTORY OF 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS FACULTY was used to determine 
if a department existed for scoring credit. 

All authors of multi-authored articles received full 
Seering credit for their institution. Niemi (1988b) felt 
co-authored articles brought the same prestige to their 


MeePpective universities as did single authored articles. 


In the course of research it was noted that the larger 
departments generally had the most prolific personnel. The 
per capita weighting factor was used to account for the 
differences in department size. The per capita weighting 
factor was derived by taking the number of personnel from 
each department and dividing it by the number of personnel 
in the smallest department. Since the smallest department 
size was one faculty member, this caused low scores for 
institutions with large MiSs” tacwiriree Institutions "Wale 
large faculty size were affected by the per capita weighting 


Laces 


B. CALCULATION 
The departmental score was calculated as follows (For a 


given year and institution): 


Ll(articles/publication* JWE = Ven 


JWF=journal weighting factor 
PCWF=per capita weighting factor 


For example, for the University of Georgia, 1992, the number 
of articles credited to University of Georgia were summed 
then multiplied by their respective journal weighting 


bacrors. This figure was multiplied by the per capita 
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mermeteimg LactOr for Whiversity of Georgia for a total per 
capita score. 

An annual department score was calculated fOr 
institutions with research published in the journal set. 
The annual scores were summed for a cumulative ranking. A 
comparison ranking was calculated without the per capita. 


The results are contained in Appendix B. 


C. PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED 

The domain of IS is relatively new and diverse, hence 
the boundaries tend to blur with other disciplines. Vogel 
mm@ae Wetherbe (1984) state "...it 1s often difficult to 
discern where MIS begins in effectively distinguishing it 
meom Other disciplines". 

ES 1S a combination of other fields, embodying 
m@eracteristics not only from data processing but those of 
computer science, management Science, administrative 
Science, telecommunications, and human behavioral sciences. 
This leads to the problem of determining ownership. ES 
departments can be found throughout academia as stand alone 
departments or a combination of departments such as computer 
Science and information systems. They also can be embedded 
in business, management, decision or administrative science 


departments. This Comsed mw aLiftiecultey aye accurately 


Is 


identifying IS departments and the number of faculty at veaee 
ITS te eee outa, Finally, some IS personnel are housed 
non-IS departments and not specifically listed as a separate 
department. For example, the Naval Postgraduate School has 
specified IS faculty members but no IS Department. Thesis 
parent department 1s administrative sciences. The 
University of Pennsylvania lists their IS faculty under the 
decision sciences department. The 1992 DIRECTORY Sam 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION Sol Es FACULTY assisted a 
determining if a department existed and the faculty size. 
This directory only covers the United States and Canada 
effectively eliminating institutions from Europe and 
Southeast Asia from the scope Of Ents Seuae 


Another problem involved the assignment of the per 


Capita score. Larger state institutions have many campuses 
under the same name, e-Ge the University of Texas, 
University of California, California State Univer sae In 


most cases, campus distinctions were given or could be made 
Via cross referencing. In rare cases where absolute 
determination was impossible, an average of department size 
was taken from the institution in question to give the 
appropriate score. For example, the University of Texas has 


four campuses, Arlington, Austin, El Paso, and San Antonio. 


For a University of Texas entry with no discernible campus 
ownership, its' per capita factor was computed using the 


department size averaged from the four campuses. 


hy 


IV. FINDINGS 


A. INTRODUCTION 

The ranking results with the per capita factor are 
contained in Appendix A. The first three pages are 
cumulative rankings, covering 1985 through 1992. Subseqi=as 
pages are the annual ranking results. The comparison 
ranking results, without the per capita  facwom are 
contained in Appendix B. 

There are obvious differences between the two ranking 
results, but the differences in the top ten institutions 
were not as extreme as expected. There was a reordering of 
the higher ranking institutions evereeeanee The leading 
institutions in the early part of the period were surpassed 
by others. Eowards 129922 This was due to an increase in 
research publication by the new leaders, not a decrease by 
the former leaders. There was little difference in the 
scores of the leaders of 1985 and the same schools iia 
Their productivity was the same in 1992 as it was in 1985. 
For example, Ohio State University had a per capita score of 
3.35 in 1985 and a per capita score Of 3217 Sino ee Lia 
1985 their ranking was number eight, but in 1992 )theams 


ranking had dropped to 29. The top per capita score dia 


mee li./2 by SUNY-Albany compared to a score of 20.71 by 
fmee in 1992. 

The same holds true for the results without the per 
@eoita factor. New York University was the number one 
school in 1985 with a score of 42.16. Their score was 39.83 
in 1992, but they had fallen to number 12. The number one 
school in 1992 was the University of Arizona with a score of 
meee yO!' Not only does this validate a restructuring of the 
rankings, it also shows a significant increase in overall 
research productivity in the MIS field. 

The per capita factor was used to prevent smaller 
institutions from ranking low due to smaller departmental 
size. This resulted in inflated scores in some cases. The 
number one school, per capita in 1992, was Rice University. 
Looking at the results without the per capita factor show 
Pee University dropping to number 20. This validates 
Niemi's (1988b) assertion that per capita indicators are 
extremely sensitive to the work of a few individuals in 
smaller institutions. 

Bien MajOrity of institutions in the top ten of the per 
capita rankings remained in the top ten non-per capita 
rankings. They normally differed in specific positions 


neld. The least number of schools remaining in the top ten 


i 


was four in 1989. The most schools remaining in the top ten 
were eight in 1990. 

There were large changes in position for institutions 
with a large faculty between the two rankings. The most 
notable was the University of Minnesota. They changed in 
rank on the average of 27 places between the per capita and. 
the non per capita results, with the a high of 38 placesmamm 
1988 and a low of 16 places in 1985. This was attributed to 
having the largest faculty size, resulting in low per capita 
scores. 

Finally, Niemi stated that department sizes change 
over the years making calculation of per capita weights 
difficult. Since the per capita factors in this StuGagyaiyeues 
based on 1992 faculty size, the relevance of the per capita 


results is questionable beyond that year. 


B. COMPARISON WITH GROVER, ET AL. 

Only two schools out of the per capita top ten are 
listed in the results of Grover, et al., (1992). However, 
without the per capita score, the number jumps to five. It 
is interesting to note that the differences in position 
between the latter were fairly close. Overall, the 


Giftierences can be attributed Ee difterenees im 


20 






hodologies plus the difference in the time period for the 


ary report. 
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 


A. RECOMMENDATIONS 


Ranking studies of this nature should be published every 
five years to note where the primary research centers are. 
Annual results are important as well as cumulative results. 

A comparison study using Niemi's (1988b) methoamiiem 
counting the number of published pages of research and 
scoring on the basis of number of articles published would 
be interesting. 

The list of journals used was not all encompassing. 
They were not all IS specific either. Some of the journals 
that were highly rated in their prestige had few pertinent 
IS articles in them over the eight year period. Those 
journals may be deemed prestigious, but their weighting 
factor should be lower considering their pertinence to IS is 
low. Five of the eleven journals contained 28 or fewer 
articles with IS related authorship. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, for example, contained only one article with IS 
related authorship. Choosing a more comprehensive journal 
set with a higher number of IS related articles is an 


important recommendation for future studies. 


Ranking results with and without a per capita factor are 
both important. They would provide a continuous comparison 
of the two methods and allow for interpretation of the 
results in a manner most useful to the reader. 

Memng the 1992 DIRECTORY OF MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS FACULTY guide will help with determining authorship 
and employing department correctly. Using the appropriate 
year guide would also be helpful in determining the per 
capita factor accurately. 

A comparison of subjective and objective rankings would 
be useful in determining significant differences between the 


two measures. 


B. CONCLUSION 

Many rankings of academic departments have been done 
based on subjective measures. One popular form is an 
Opinion survey. Although informative, subjective methods 
are affected by personal bias and may not capture a true 
Meeessment of quality. Development of methods to rank 
institutions is necessary for objective evaluations. Using 
research productivity as a meaSurement, methodologies were 
Meweloped to produce an objective ranking of academic IS 
departments. Ui-aeeeonitemen this study demonstrate that 


Major changes are going on in the field of IS. This study 
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provides an objective means of determining compensation and 
career tracking, justification for research drantSs jee 
indicators of the leading research centers. This is 
particularly pertinent toy vere This method is a practical 
means of justification when competing for resourcesuiiae 
during budget reviews. This technique could be employed by 
DoD in assessing research output of DoD - sponsored 
laboratories and_ schools. This study has proven ~thae 
applied, objective measures are available and useful to 


determine quality. 
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Appendix A-1. Per Capita Academic Departmental Rankings-1985-1992 





University Total Per Capita 
1 Pennsylvania Zee 54 
2 Massachusetts Za Onron 49.31 
3 Ohio State Be oe 46.252 
4 Arizona 506. 64 4AZ.24 
peeoUNY-Albany 126.48 42.16 
6 Queens ES0 555 Sos 
Po cMU 188.24 BIG. 
8 Georgia DS) Se Sue 
9 Toledo S60 S42 
10 Rice 3 lvoe Slee 0 
11 Penn State 106.94 296 
12 Syracuse Gar 23 JERS) eo NE 
fmeHouston Z6B 27 6 Daa 
14 UCLA IS6295 26.106 
15 Rochester eo Zeke 
16 SMU 96.67 24.17 
17 Drexel Oar 20 
meecOlorado Ode ae 226 
meoNC—Charlotte SOeZ2 19.61 
20 Hawaii SA oul LS 96 
21 Texas-Austin 262.36 or 4 
22 UC-Irvine iGo S Liga LG 
23 Laval TileZ 0 tee 
24 Texas Tech ele esd, 
26 Colorado-Denver LOC.Z20 hoa 6 
me eDayton Zea 5 or 
28 Minnesota 403.49 Seo 
29 Rhode Island Zorn tayo 
30 Temple 13%. 20 Ack 
a MIT 1G eS 0 hoe 
Meesritish Columbia 94.18 Ss eS 
PeevicGill 40.04 Lee 2 
Sor lorida Oo VCs 
36 Bowling Green St 6403] 1239 
a NYU Zaye 1G 
38 Illinois-Urbana 37 eo WD | 
39McMaster 49.23 UZ eo 
40 UNC-Greensboro TZ LA 
meelorida Intl 2 eS eo 
42 Case Western 91.64 ei 4 6 
oer SU SO eae 
44 Pace University lee i OS, 
45 Georgia Tech GOSS Lp izsOG 
wo USC 94.94 Oe So 
47 Missouri-St Louis Sao eer 
48 Loyola Marymount Or oul Ore Oa) 
48 Bryant College Geeta Cee 
20 Georgia St WAG 62 ool 
51 Rutgers Soe oi wo 
meee incinnati 55655 Sa 6 
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53 Notre Dame 9.14 Olas 
54 Arkansas S42 9.09 
55 FloridamaAkw Pantre 6s544 9306 
56 Cal St-San Marcos 8.98 se lS 
58 Boston 6120) Sam 
59 Michigan 84.10 S24 
60 South Ware imac 17226 Tae 
6) LCU Vacln 2. \l Tee 
62 Denver ZO leas 
63 Illlinove Inst et. Teena Jewel 1.24 
64 Baltimore 59.14 6.5% 
65 Rensselaer 32254) Gara 
66 Naval PGS Lites ome S| 
67 Ari ZoOneaemere a eS o 6.45 
68 Cornell 18.99 6.35 
69 Colorado ecole srg: 31288 6. Sal 
70 Vanderbilt 12 oe 6.29 
70 Dalhousie 2a 6.29 
72 George Mason 49.44 6 [ie 
73 Cal State Z Ono 5.59 
75 Nevada~Reno LIS 5 ae 
75 SW Texas St 33420 5 3a 
75 Maine ioe 5 ae 
78 Purdue 32.80 5 24g 
79 Towa SE 29.64 we ree S, 
80 Quebec Siem eS 
8S] San Diego St 507 82 54 02 
82 BYU 60.88 5.102 
83 Toren ue LOoul 5. Onl 
83 Cal Seber wen 1 Onl 5. Cll 
85 Oakland University AO7Zs 4.92 
86 Texas-Arlington 3858 Arar 
87 DEtCrLOLE GO ka ie 
87 Vermont 9.14 4 se 
87 St Joseph's 9.14 4.57 
90 Texas A&M Aye 4 232 
91 Luther College 8.98 42s 
92 Delaware ASeZe A 3e 
93 Auburn BS s 422 
94 111 -Ghiteage 37] .9m 4.19 
94 LaSalle 12259 4.19 
96 American University 4A 2e8 4 au 
97 Indiana AO ACs 
98 Kent St 22 eS 3.90 
SoS SUN Y=Bie geno 22 ose 3 we 
100 Babson College 50206 3.34 
100 Columbus College LOR Ci 3334 
102 Northwestern 9.90 338 
103 Wisconsin-Milwaukee 29 ae Se 
103 SW Missouri Se Ges 5S Se 
—105 Calgary 30S 3.06 
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106 Wisconsin-Madison 9.14 3. 05 
106 Western Kentucky SZ o 3,05 
108 Western Carolina 8.98 neo 
mee, Cal Poly St 8.98 2.99 
108 Western Michigan 8.98 Deo 
ime Boise St ZS AOS 2.90 
ime SOUNY-Binghamton Reo 2 
mee) Cal St-Dom Hills ies eee) 
114 James Madison Jp ee FA eee 
115 Kentucky ereZ 3 eee orl 
mo Mississippi St he 2 oul 
ieeewcal St-Long Beach Zio Peo 
imo Va Tech eZee veel 
119 Western Ontario ORO! Zao 
119 Waterloo Ore Onl Zoo 
mee Miami (FL) AZ yee 
mee UTEP ne es ao 
m5) Old Dominion 9.14 Za 9 
124 Canisius College 8.98 Zee SD 
124 North Texas State ZORA 2D 
126 UC-Berkeley a8) S, eZ 
fm) Pittsburgh oar pees 
mee Connecticut ese 2 =O 
129 Appalachian St io eee 2.04 
130 George Washington ales i285 
met LSU 8.98 les © 
men Hartford S298 1.80 
131 Eastern Illinois 8.98 ic 
134 Bentley College Ce TS 
mo Kansas St 0 9 eto 
136 Tennessee Tech oka Laz 
137 Md-Baltimore 11.09 eS 
137 Loyola College lee eee 
Meet Cloud St 702s eso 
140 Oklahoma St ora er oA 
mo Central Conn St 9.14 lec 
142 Wisconsin-Whitewater 8.98 ee 
143 Northeastern rOeor leo 
meemecolorado St 109 dig 
145 Eastern Michigan 9.14 1.14 
146 Washington Ces eZ 
[fo Ball St 8.98 ileal 
Messe south Florida hee oo PUG 
meemoouthern Ill1-Ed Sys L202 
150 Depaul Oso Oo) 
foe Miami (Ohio) ino bao 5 
152 North Texas 8.98 0.69 
153 Middle Tennessee St Oa Oa Oba toy 
me south Florida LOG O56 
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49 Tennessee Tech 6 
49 Purdue 6 
53 Calgary eZ 
54 Harvard q 
es USC 9 
56 Kentucky di 
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56 Texas Tech ®, 
56 Oklahoma St qd 
60 Wisconsin-Wtwtr 7 
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wee 1 -Chicago 9 
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University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art  Pere@aeaae TOTAL 

1 Pennsylvania 5 VS 34 7 OFzZ6 14a 
2 SUNY-Albany 3 53.60 4 Oss l2ae 
3 Arizona 2 Lae 12 Oars 9.33 
4 Cal St-Sanetiare. - 8.98 1 1 200 8.98 
5 Youdn Lore 4 SA 3 be 25) 8 Ss 
6 Massachusetts 5 A100 4 0220 8. Ze 
ooh 4 29-00 iS OmZs |] aS 
8 Houston 8 56247 5 Ormles T OG 
9 Ohio State e 43.47 4 Ore 6.2 
10 UCLA 6 Soe 3 Omi 5. 
11 Rhode Island 2 Senna 1 O256 4 a9 
12 I1l-Urbana 5 28 1 Os Ss 4 i 
12 LaSalle 3 pes) 1 Oss 4.19 
14° SUNY-EuU eae 6 27 les Z Oy 3. 7a 
io ft Loria 8 ZUG 3 Oss 3 7a 
16 Northwestern 3 9.90 1 02-33 3 ose 
li SV¥racuse S 8.98 i 0236 Zoos 
17 Arkansas 6 17.96 Z Orla? 2.99 
19 Texas Tech a 20407 Z 0.14 2. og 
20 Queens 4 Ae 2 1 ORS 2 
20 McMaster 4 11.09 1 Os: 2.08 
22 Dayton 8 Zo Z OFS 2 oe 
23 MIT TZ SOR 56 3 0.08 2.a 
24 Gal “St-bong escaens eo iL 02-20 2 oe 
25 Laval 4 MOAGa 1 OZ 2.00 
26 Penn State eo? 9.14 1 Oe 2.49 
27 UC-Irvine 9 Ve Z Ogle 2.46 
28 Rutgers 4 9.14 1 0225 2.26 
29 Denver 4 8.98 il Oe ZS 2.2m 
30 Baltimore 9 LORS 2 QO Ala 2. ie 
31 Georgia Tech 6 ina. S 1 OeAlN? 1 . fea 
32 Toledo 5 Oa il OF20 1 es 
33 Haceionra 5 8.98 1 0. 20 1.38 
33 Su 5 8.98 1 O16 1.3@ 
33 Colorade 5 8.98 i 0220 1.68 
33 Eastern Lidinois > 8.98 1 05.26 1 ee 
37 Colorado-Denver 6 hOe Ow 1 Oey le 1 . Ge 
38 Minnesota Ze Ae) 4 0.04 1. Ge 
Soyo 8 Zoe il Owes 1 ae 
40 UNC-Greensboro 6 8.98 1 OR 1.38 
41 Harvard 7 9.90 it 0.14 1.4m 
42 Loyola College 8 Mie? il Ors 1. oe 
43 Texas-Austin 14 beeo 0 Z. O07 1. 
44 SW Missouri St 14 17.96 eZ O07 1.2 
45 Michigan 1G LA ae il Oe ® 1.2 
46 George Mason 8 8.98 iL Ons 1. 
46 Washington 8 Sxa6 Hh OFS 1. 
48 Wisconsin-Milw 9 ORO ih Olen 1.7 
49 Appalachian ST 9 oan i One 1 . Gs 
Pe ce sroibhwlgioseets 3 Lib Sincl. 2) 9.14 il Och 1. Ge 
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University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art Per Capita TOTAL 
1 CMU 6 89.10 9 Oey 14 
Ze -R Ce it 11.09 i tea lives 
3 Syracuse 3 8079s 5 O2e8 10 732 
4A  Colorads 5 Ses 5 0.20 10.24 
> SUNY-Albany S Zea 2 O25 |] ae 
6 Massachusetts 5 | oo 3 OeZ6 6 Jul 
7 Toledo = S42 4 O20 6.86 
8 Georgia 6 Son 4 Ora 6.04 
9 Nevada-Reno Zz 11.09 1 OFS0 5 JS 
9 Maine Z 11.09 1 0 256 5.55 
11 UNC-Greensboro 6 32.19 3 Oe 5. 36 
12 Laval 4 ZOO 2 OM 4S) 5 32 
13 Terenre Z ORO 1 O50 5 om 
13 Cal Step rer con LOeGa i! Ove 5 som 
15 Arizona TZ 5S GzaiS 6 O303 4 63 
16 Florida 8 36 50 4 Oiamies 4.8 
17 Ohio State 7 31s 3 0-4 4.484 
18 Texas Tech a 21 3 eee 4.00 
19 Texas-Arlington 8 Cee 2 One 3 46 
20 McGill S oo A. Ofo8 3 ee 
Z Ne 19 62.56 6 OF 0s 3 is 
22 Sal Pvegoes = iG S085 3 Oe 3 00 
23 Baltimore 9 Zia S Oe ian 3 Gh 
24 Cornel 3 30 i Oves 2.98 
Peon ikengitieks! lia call ey 32.59 S 0.09 2.96 
26 Houston 8 23.66 2 Qiaties 2.96 
27Georgia St NES. aba LS 4 O07 2.94 
28 SUNY-Binghamton 4 Pie oS 1 072s 2 
28 George Mason 8 ZZ ANS Z Ome lkS 2.7 
30 MIT EZ Sa S 0.08 2 oa 
3 Mississippi ce 5 2a 1 OmZ0 2 
Bi eu) eZ 30202 5 0.08 2.30 
33 Naval PGS ey 40.96 4 0.06 2 am 
34 Minnesota 26 6227 6 O34 2 4a) 
35 SMU 4 9.14 di OZ 2 ae 
5S 6ahGU 4 8.98 1 O62 2 2 
36 McMaster 4 8.98 1 OimeZS 2 2 
38Texas-Austin 14 3069 3 6 OY, 2 1 
39Missouri-St Louis9 18.99 2 Qty 2 ia 
40 Boise St 10 7 Oe 2 Oee@ 2 Oe 
40 Hawail 5 LOR On 1 O24) 2.00 
42 Quebec 6 11.09 1 Orig? 1. ee 
43 Georgia Tech 6 1 ORs3i3 il Oley 1. oe 
44 Bowling Green St5 8.98 1 Ora.) 1. ea 
45 Kansas St q Lege 1 OF 1.2 
AS Pleom~rcavAt kantic 11.09 i; OQ. i 1.32 
47 C une winat 6 8.98 1 Oey 1.3 
AS) Come ima COs. b 2) Lue 0e 1 Omar 1. as 
49 James Madison 8 9.14 1 oy Ls 1. 
49 Case Western 8 ope tL Og is 1. 
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University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art Per Capita TOTAL 
1 Pennsylvania > 6128 6 Onze 123 
2 Colorado-Denver 6 61.3 6 Ores) 10 224 
3 Rhode island 2 ZO OZ eZ. Oe 10 30m 
4 Queens 4 SZ 3 O223 6 Gs 
5 Texas Tech a D482 5 r1e4 ] 38S 
6 Temple 5 Zi Fee Z Oa 7 Oe 
7 Massachusetts 5 3 ene 5 Oe 6 3m 
8 Georgia 6 Soe 4 Of17 6.36 
9 Ohio State 7 44.30 4 0.14 6.38 
louse 9 5446 a Oar 6.04 
11Toledo 5 29.00 3 0220 5 3 
i2 Harvard 7 35793 4 0.14 5.78 
13 Bowling Green St 5 Zoe S 0220 5 oe 
14 McMaster 4 LOS 2 dis 4.79 
5 Deeromwe Z 9.14 Ht O20 4.35 
16 Houston 8 50.25 3 eles 4 . ae 
17 Luther College 2 Soe i OF 50 4.49 
18 Hawaii > 22 es Z 0.20 4 2 
19 Ill-Urbana 3 Zee a il On 3s 4.13 
oii ine ie 3 eee il 0233 4.19 
21 Purdue 6 Za 60 Z Olay 3.28 
22 CMU 6 228 2 OF 3.98 
23 Texas-Austin 14 51 ke 5 Os Oe 3.66 
24 UNC-Greensboro 6 Zale oe Z Oiaeiy 3.62 
25 UCLA 6 oo! 2 Gia 3.38) 
26 McGill 3 Ou 1 Ones 3 32 
27? Arizona eZ 39.01 4 Ones 3.2 
28 CInGi hace 6 19425 2 Qeeg, 3. i 
29 Arkansas 6 18228 Z Oey 3.0 
30 Penn State S70), Li 6 9 i Ose 3.02 
31 Western Michigan 3 B2298 1 O83 2. 
32 Cal -St-Dom Histtiks 4 11.09 It OZ 2.72 
32 Laval 4 110s it Oe S 2.78 
34 Rutgers 4 Ces 3 il OZ 2am 
35 UCG-—lrvine 9 Zao 2 Oya 2.38 
36 MIT iz 29.92 3 0.08 2 a3 
Ss? Dayren 8 18.99 2 0 ass 2.28 
38 SMU 4 Se il O25 2.2 
38 Memphis St 8 Se 3 Z GO; ia 2.28 
40 Canisius College4 B26 il Oe 2 
41 American U 10 Z eee 2 Ono 2 
a2 Colorado 2 DOO" if 0.20 2.0 
42 Rensselaer S 1070 IL OZ 2.08 
43 Minnesota Z©6 49.02 5 0.04 _ 
44 Georgia St i 2 eile) Z 0 0g 1 4 
45 Baltimore 9 Za aL 1 Oe 1. 4 
46 Texas-Arlington 8 tee i Oeeies 1. 3 
47 Case Western 8 GaSe 1 Ose dS 1.Ze 
48 Naval PGS Lag 2 Z O.Gi6 1 ae 
49 NYU 19 Zee Z Os 1. i 
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University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art Per (@ageeee TOTAL 
I Ohio Stare yi i704 ie Ona lu 7 
2 Massachusetts 2 64.41 6 O20 12 Sas 
3 SUNY-Alsany S SO es 3 Oss LO 93 
4 Pennsylvania = On aw 5 0220 10 2 
5 Queens 4 SARs 3 O°525 8 . aie 
6 Toledo be A ee 4 OZ 8.44 
7 Hawaii 5 3259 3 0.20 6.52 
8 Georgia 6 3725 4 O.e 6.38 
9 Syracuse 3 Leo 2 Oss 5.43 
10 SMU 4 Lots Z O75 4.79 
Il Mieuston 8 36.95 4 Owes 4.6m 
12 Vermont Z 9.14 1 O2a0 4 a 
13 UNG -—Chawtezere Zz 8.98 1 O50 4.49 
14 Harvard 7 29.92 3 OeEe 4 aa 
LS Til Ureaina 3 2 1 Oss 4.19 
16Cal State oS 20202 z 0.20 32 
ly UCT eaime 9 3 Zee 3 Oia 3. 
iS Comme lal 3 LOEZOnE 1 O233 3.84 
19 UCLA 6 19.15 2 Oe iae 3.1 
20 Wisconsin-Mad 3 Oyaea 1 O28 3.3 
Z1 Beieish Columb iass Z0REZ z Uae 2.36 
2 Ze ioe hela 8 Zeger 2 Ors 2.7 
23 Laval 4 IO2sGnE i OZ 2.28 
24 Celerade 5 ORO e 1 O20 2. Os 
25 Auburn 9 17.96 2 Oieiea 2.G8 
Zoe) 6 11.09 1 Oo eg 1. om 
2/ Bowling Green St 5 9.14 i} 0.26 1 . ee 
28 Minnesota 26 An a 4 Ona 1. Ge 
29 Texas-Austin Ihe Zi z 0207, 1. Se 
30) xa) 19 29.05 3 O05 1. Se 
31-MIT 12 Loe Zz Z Os 1.am 
32 Colorado] Cele was.s os 1 Ozer 1.38 
33 Georgia St 5 Caen. Z 0.07 1.48 
24 Il -Ghweage S i Zeon i Oe 1. 4a 
So Uae 8 Oxon 1 Gags 1. a 
36 Eastern Michigan 8 Orie al O:24gs 1.14 
3 / Ara Z Ona St 9 9.14 il Ozer 1. Ge 
S7PMissSouri-soeyLoumse 9.14 1 Oa 1. 
39 Delaware 10 TOR Or 1 OG 1.ce 
39 American U iO LOe oul 1 OQ eas 1.Gs 
41 Texas A&M 10 Oya 1 OO 0.91 
42 Arizona TZ 8.98 il: O203 QO. 7a 
42 Calgary eZ Cmeclo 1 O03 O . 
44North Texas St 13 Crea il 0.08 O. 7 
45 Bentley College 16 oon i O'30°6 0. Ge 
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Appendix A-8. Per Capita Academic Departmental Rankings-1986 


University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art Per Capita TOTAL 
1 Notre Dame ik 9.14 i 11016 o.14 
2 Dalhousie Zz eee 1 Oe 30 6-23 
3 CMU 6 Boe 3 let 586 
4 SW Texas St 6 SZ. 3 Orley 5255 
me UCLA 6 S2219 S Orly EEO 
6 Florida Atlantic /7 Woe | 8 Oh La eS 
7 Rensselaer 5 Ze oe Z Oe 20 Aes) 2 
8 Hawail 5) ZO Ow 2 Ome ele 
mc olLoOrado-ColSpgs 6 eo ze Co IL Se OZ 
10 Ohio State i Zee) Z Oh Sid 
Mimeritish Columbia 7 7 Oe Or Zz Cae ZS 0 
12 Harvard iy ee ek Z 0.14 2 o4 
me) 1 CU 4 11.09 ik Ore) ee 
ero tantord 4 LOS il Oke Zo] 
15 Case Western 8 ZAve WO) Z Oras oa 
16 Queens 4 LORaEO i ORs Ze oS 
17 Waterloo 4 Loe ot lt Oia) Cae) 
17 Laval 4 LOO i evo ZOO 
17 McMaster 4 OO il Ona Ze 20 
20 Penn State Gr 67 9.14 1 Oe ZeAg 
Za NYU 19 aA 3I0 4 OS OOD 
22 Pennsylvania o 9.90 i S20 eer 
23 Georgia Tech 6 leno 1 Oakey eee > 
24 UNC-Greensboro 6 Oo a il Or ley oy 
25 Minnesota 26 ae 4 O04 a6 
moe incinnati 6 9.14 il ala Lge 
feet l—-Chicago 2 LOO) 1 Seal 40 
28 Houston 8 ie 1 Ores 1.39 
29Miami (FL) ey Zee 2 Cz UG ie 3-0 
Pepa yton 8 Ors 0], 1 OS eo 
30 Naval PGS i) Zale? 2 O06 PZ 
Pee lorida 8 9.97 il Ome hae oS 
eS] USC 9 OO i oF JL eeeleslt 
Seeerizona St 9 9.14 1 Ort ele 
Peeigssouri-St Louis9 oa AY Ore: OZ 
34 Wisconsin-Milw 9 9.14 1 ele OZ 
37 Oakland LO Orel 1 Oe e010 
37 American U 10 LOO at Ono E06 
eeevwichigan 10 om oF it O28 Loo 
40 Arizona WZ 11.09 i 0.03 0.92 
mime lorida Intl ia Oa a 1 CaO Ori 
42 Texas-Austin e4) Eee 7 1 Oy, 0.90 
43 MIT LZ MOE Or: 1 0.08 Oess 
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Appendix A-9. Per Capita Academic Departmental Rankings-1985 





University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art Per Capmea TOT 
1 SUNY-Albany 3 555s 5 03s 11 72 
2 Pace Univewsi ty a Pie it ice line 
3 Queens 4 SA 3 OZ |] es 
4 Massachusetts 5 BZ oe 5 O20 6. 58 
5 Case Western 8 Sous 2 Onna 4.16 
6 Temple 3 ene i OSs 3. 7g 
7 (UGC=ir ae 9 32s 3 OSeiat 3.28 
8 Ohio State q Zee Z 0.14 3.6 
9 Missouri-St Louis9 29.15 3 Oumie 3 Ze 
10 Stanford 4 11.09 1 Or 2 2 
ii Olgd Domtraren 4 Cree 1 Ou2s 2.29 
1] SMU 4 9.14 il OFZ 5 2 
13 NYU 19 47 kG 4 0205 2 28 
14 UC-Berkeley = Lins 1 0220 2 ee 
15 Pennsylvania 5 ooe if Ogg lS 
Lo Britisheeolumbi a 7 L222 50 1 0.14 1 3 
17 Quebec 6 LOO il Oe ia 1 ee 
lL? UGE 6 1 oa i Ona 1 S68 
18 James Madison 8 i257 1 Opa 1 Se 
19 Texas Tech ] LO3an it 0.14 1.43 
Z0 Her vara 7 9.90 it Oe 1 42a 
21 Boston 8 1 090m if Ouels 1 2 
22 Michigan 10 11303 il OZ 1G 1 
23 MIT PZ TO. 20n il 0.08 OR 
Zo calgary eZ IOs Gul 1 0.08 O ea 
Zo Arizona LZ 9.90 i 0,08 O em 
26 Minnesota 26 ZO 202 Z. 0.04 0.97 
27 Georgia St ils i O-20al il C207 O. 6e 
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Appendix B-1. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1985-1992 


University Total Per Capita 
1 Arizona DU ood Ze 4 
2 Minnesota 403.49 reo 
3 Ohio State Soo 2 es) 61S 
4 Pennsylvania 2122.98 Asoo 
5 Texas-Austin 262.36 ew 4 
6 Massachusetts ZAG ont Ao 31 
oo NYU 240 734 Zo 
ey Houston Zea Oo 27,34 
9 Georgia ZUR 6 BARS 
mee CMU soe Sona. 
11 Toledo 7s 60 Cae 
12 UC-Irvine 6c ices 1k 
ms MIT 161.90 eae 
ieUCLA i629 5 Zoe iG 
15 Queens cS0eo5 37.64 
16 Georgia St WAG eZ oe 
imerlorida Intl 2 eae ied 
18 SUNY-Albany 126246 AZo 
imeDayton eZ eG iES68 
20 Texas Tech 2 oS ee ee 
21 Harvard TT oea6 eo Ony 
22 Naval PGS lee Gers179 6.48 
23 Penn State 106.94 ZG 
peer lorida Odea S08 
mercolorado Oe 28 DOC 
26 Colorado-Denver IE, 210 Ie 70) 
2 OMU 96.67 Ze 
25 USC 94.94 LOn SS 
29 Hawaii 94.81 18.96 
Sweissouri-St Louis Cae Ore Sk 
Pmeri1ctish Columbia 2 4s 32 5 
32 Case Western Sleaod less 
eo ESU 89.22 lees) 
34 Syracuse Soe 8.41 
36 UNC-Greensboro 72.89 eS 
37 Laval 7 ieeao iS. 0 
38 Memphis St 1 C02 Sto 
feesoston Oo ew 8.4/7 
40 Drexel 67 ao CPO 
41 Georgia Tech 66558 i. 06 
42 Bowling Green St C47 eo! 
43 Florida Atlantic 6ou44 9.06 
44 BYU 60.88 oe UY 
45 Baltimore boa Geo 
46 Arizona St Bo 9D 62 a5 
@eeotantord Sion ol 17) es: 
feeeincinnati 55255 9.26 
49 Arkansas ea oe 
Sersan Diego St Oo Soe 
51 George Mason 49.44 Gus 
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Appendix B-1. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1985-1992 


52 McMaster 49225 Zou 
52 Oakland University Ao 4.92 
54° SW Missouri ou Aa Se 
55 Texas A&M 4527 Ao 
56 Delaware 4324 Ase 
56 Temple a3 as 14.43 
58 Miami (FL) AZZ 2249 
59 American University 4 ee? 4.05 
61 McGill 40.04 13.38 
62 Rutgers 3 oreo SENG. 
63 UNC-Charlotte 392 Loe 
64 Texas-Arlington 38 4.22 
66 Colorade=ecelo. Spgs 37 eee Guseel 
67 Til-Unboanma 31 aa l2 on 
67 Lil-Chieage 3 ieee 4.19 
69 Calgary 3675s 3.08 
70 SW Texas St 3320 52 os 
71 Purdue 3230 Dia 
72 Rensselaer 325 6.52 
73 Rice 31336 31.80 
74 Quebec Slee Sele 
75 Babson College 3070 3.34 
76 Iowa St 29.64 Sze 
77 North Texas State 29 ae 2a 
77 feu 29220 Too 
79 Cal State 29.16 See 
79 Rhode Island Z Oe AnG 14253 
79 Wisconsin-Milwaukee 292 is 3 
82 Denver 29°08 les 
SZ Boiserse 29 206 Zoe 
84 Md-College Park 2 oe oo 
84 Bentley College 2a Ls 
86 Kent St 22 ne 3208 
86 SUNY-Buffalo ZZ ele 3278 
88 James Madison Z len 25a 
88 LllinorweInst Of Pech ae laze 
S0°St Clovidwe: ZO ee Lie 
STOUT? 19s Z oe 
ol Pit & Siiea ea 1S ies 2 es 
93 Cornell 18.99 6.33 
93 South Bilerida 18.99 1, OG 
95 Kentucky lowe 22 Gul 
95 Western Kentucky 16 es 3, 0s 
95 Appalachian St 8 yee 2.04 
9S SoulLheG@aso lina Liao inom 
99 Cai StU beng Beach lZeoy 2 aol 
99 Rochester Zeon, 25 .3lma 
99 Mississippi St 2 ee Oo 
99 Va Tech L2 go Z2gom 
99 Connecticut 12:58 2 C8 
99 Vanderbilt 1289 6.29 
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Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1985-1992 
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Appendix B-2. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1992 


University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art 
1 Arizona eZ HOS o ae 
Z2- Floridan pu el feos | 
3 Georgia 6 Oo.c0 9 
4 Minnesota 26 G2 ero 6 
5 Penn State Seo Sone 7 
6 Memphis St 8 Si e74 5 
(2s 8 49.23 5 
8 Drexel 3 OS a2 S 
o- Day vem 8 47.49 2 
10 CMU 6 A202 Ss 4 
1] Boston 8 Soa 5 
TEN Lg) 30.83 4 
13 Pennsylvania S Sie S 4 
14 Texas-Austin 14 52760 4 
15 Toledo 5 Senso 3 
16 Arizona or 9 3069 = 
17 Georgia St i SURG 3 
18 Hous ver 8 29.16 5 
19 Iowa St 5 26.94 S 
20 Ohio State 7 22 ko Z 
20 Ken eect 6 Cor Ae Z 
20 Delaware MO 22205 al 
20 Georgia Tech 6 Cpls 2 
24 Rice 1 2 Chae deal i 
25 Oakland iO Zoey Z 
26 Queens 4 ZO 202 A 
26 Auburn 9 ZO 202 2 
26 Mit 2 19 363 1 
29 Md-Coltege Park 3 Bee o 2 
29 British Columbia /7 18.99 Z 
31 Indiana 10 iS 4G i 
Sie) 12 18.28 2 
50 UGCLEE 6 oO 2 
34 Texas A&M nO coe 2 
34 Syracuse 3 eee Z 
36 Calgary iz Lea Z 
309 Use 9 Zee i 
37 Rochester 4 2 oe in 
39 Babson College 9 eleeene 1 
39 George Washington6 ee 1: 
So San eeiedon5t 10 iio 1 
39 UNC-Charlotte 2 ieee 1 
39 Colorado 2 11.09 1 
39 Temple 3 Pio i} 
45 UC—i a une 9 Lee 1 
46 McGill 5 HO Ot lt 
46 Northeastern 8 10200) di 
46 Depaul dial Ge Ol 1 
46Middle Tenn St 15 Ova 1 
46 Columbus College 3 Or Oa 1 
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Appendix B-2. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1992 


Se South Florida 18 O01 
46 Bryant College 1 0). |i 
53 Harvard q 90 
54 Pittsburgh S, 14 
Meese Cloud St Ls ee 
54 Oklahoma St ] 14 
ae ©'CU 4 14 
54 Texas Tech | 14 


54 Bowling Green St 5 
54 Western Kentucky 6 
54 St Joseph's 
54 Massachusetts 
54 Central Conn St 
54 Tennessee Tech 
54 Purdue 
54 Kentucky 
67 Wisconsin-Whtwtr 7 
67 North Texas 13 
67 Western Carolina 3 
Peesoouth Carolina 2.33 
eeeplorida Atlantic 7 

» 6/ Naval PGS ny 


~) CO) 6) =! C1 

fe 

OM DAADMDADMOWMOMOUWO WOW MOWOWO WOW WOW WOO 
fe 
Hu 


Le 
Ds 
PRRPRPRP PPP PRP PPP RPP Bp PPP 


45 


Appendix B-3. Weighted Academic Departmental Ranking] = 


University No.Fac Jrnl Se@etse No.Art 
1 Arizona WZ 158306 15 
2 Texas-Austin 14 OAR 7 
3 Minnesota ZO Cae 8 
ay, UG-fie vy ime 9 Aaa 6 4 
5 Ohio State 7 56325 5 
6 Massachusetts 2 S224 3 
7 Georgia 6 Se 5 
8 Pennsylvania 5 SUR0e 5 
9” Maren idan 10 Dore 3 
10 Colorado-Denver 6 ZOO? 2 
11 Toledo 2 Zea S 
11 Dayton 8 Zee 3 
eS 8 Zee 3 
li SW Mrssourrmest a4 Zea S 
Lo Heuston 8 Zone y 
16 UChE 6 Looe w 
lo British Golumbia 7 22 eS 2 
18 SMU 4 Zee Z. 
19 Denver 4 ZOU OZ Z 
20 CMU 6 LoeGes Z 
2l Rutgers 4 ores 6 z 
22 UNG-Chaw ome Zz Toss Z 
23 Drexel 3 18.99 Z 
24 Arkansas 6 EB22 6 Z 
Z Cine eae 6 132 Ze Z. 
24 George Mason 8 Le.Z2e 7 
24 Penn State Dor lee Ze Z 
28 Case Western 8 Leek Z 
29 Bentley College 16 a5 2 
30 Indiana 10 2 oe) ff 
Si0G LS Chmteaca 9 Zee ae i 
30 Flori cay sine. ied. PS Se 1 
30 Gonnece rene 6 Loe i 
30 MIT 12 L Zee 1 
30 Va Tech > Tew ib 
SORE @enester 4 Lae 1 
30 Vanderbilt 2 1 Zao i 
38 Georgia Tech 6 LAOS 1 
38 Queens 4 11.09 il 
38 Md-Baltimore 8 iia lt 
4) Elloe tele? felian tea Ogee) 1 
42 Quebec 6 1 O20 1 
42 Laval 4 Oe ae il 
42 McGill S LOO i 
42 Georgia St 15 10301 i 
417 Messouri—o tt. Lomi? LOO il 
42 Western Ontario 4 Loe al 
42 Colorado D : LCsOu 1 
42 Hawaii 5 Omer il 
42 Loyola Marymount 1 Oral i 
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Appendix B-3. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1991 


5i Syracuse 3 aoe iL 
52 Oakland 10 9.14 i 
52 Western Kentucky 6 9.14 1 
meer lorida 8 9.14 il 
eZsUTEP 8 9.14 1 
52 Appalachian ST 9 el il 
ee xentucky oT 9.14 i 
sZ2 Illinois Tech eS 9.14 1 
feeealifornia St oes 9.14 il 
eersoston 8 yao 1 
* 60 Naval PGS any Geaic 1 
60 Miami (FL) ny Cm 1 
60 Babson College 9 Se il 
eema-College Park 5 Bo 1 
20 USC 9 8.98 1 
meeeal Poly St 5 8.98 1 
Seeooulkh Carolina 2.33 Sea al 
60 Bowling Green St 5 CoS i 
eeecolorado-ColSpgs 6 8.98 il 
eeeoeuth Florida 18 Gea 1 
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Appendix B-4. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1990 


University No.Fac Jrnl, Seeue Non aasis 
1 Arizona eZ LivesS 2 
2 Pennsylvania 5 ere 7 
3 Hovsien 8 567479 2 
4 Ohio State y A547 4 
5 Minnesota 26 Areas, 4 
6 Massachusetts 5 4ie oo 4 
7 SUNY-Albany 3 S¥e 5 SG 4 
S "Stan teud 4 34735 3 
9 UCLA 6 Sone 3 
TOGMAL i 12 SOeo S 3 
11 SMu 4 Zo 5 
TZ Eee ikea: 8 2122 © 3 
13 UG=1lrvine 9 Z Ae Z 
14 SUNY-Buffalo 6 22S 2 
15 Dayton 8 Vals) 2 
16 Texas Tech 7 20702 2 
7 Baltimore 9 LoS Zz 
18 Texas-Austin 14 E50 Z 
19 SW Missouri St 14 ly Sis i 
19 Arkansas 6 17.96 Z 
21 I11i1-Urbana 3 We Ss) 1 
7 ieee 8 12857 al 
21 Cal rs homage sehurs Ze ae it 
21 Michigan Lo Zea il 
21 LaSalle S 127 Se 1 
26 Georgia St ee 11.09 il 
26 Loyola College 8 ies 1 
26 Miami (Ohio) £3 11.09 1 
26Miami (FL) ey ies if 
26 Georgia Tech 6 Lies ik 
26 Queens 4 Ties i 
26 McMaster 4 Lio 1 
33 Colorado~-Denver 6 Re er i 
33 Oakland ZO Gye i 
33 Wisconsin-Milw 9 Oa 1 
33 Laval 4 LOR 1 
33 Harvard 7 9.90 1 
33 Northwestern S 9.90 1 
39 Toledo 5 9.14 il 
39Missouri-St Louis9 9.14 i 
39 Southern Il1l-Ed 9 orale Z 
39Appalachian St 9 9.14 1 
So RGeGers 4 9.14 ik 
39 Penn State 3. 0n 9.14 1 
39 Rhode Island Z Cra i 
46 Texas A&M 10 Sos i 
46 Sane Diego gse iG Sei 1 
46-Ca ll St-sanawlear cue 8.98 i 
46 George Mason 8 Goo i 
46 Boise St 10 8.98 1 
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Appendix B-4. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1990 


mo North Texas St 13 8.98 1 
46 Denver 4 8.98 1 
46 Arizona St 9 8.98 i 
46 Washington 8 Se 8 it 
mo syracuse 3 Saag 6 1 
46 UNC-Greensboro 6 Sri 1 
46 Eastern Illinois 5 Se JG if 
46 Colorado 5) 8.98 ii 
46 LSU 5 8.98 a 
46 Hartford 5 Sas di 
e 46Naval PGS ee) 8.98 j 
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Appendix B-5. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1989 


University No.Fac Jrnl Score No.Art 
1 CMU 6 Soe 9 
2 NYU 19 67 2356 6 
3 Minnesota Z6 62.78) 6 
41> Arizona eZ DG ao 6 
5 Colerade 5 Sule 5 
6 Georgia St ies 44.15 4 
¢@ 7 Naval PGS ee 40.96 4 
8 CP lorida 8 36756 4 
9 Georgia 6 36.24 4 
10 Massachusetts » S344 3 
11 Toledo 5 Sees 4 
12 Plericdassime! al S259 3 
13 UNC-Greensboro 6 SZ S 
14 MIT iz Se lal 3 
15 Ohio State 7 31206 3 
16 Syracuse 3 SUES 5 = 
17 Sam Dikegeowsoe Pe S0go 3 
18 Texas-Austin 14 30.69 3 
19 BYU L2 So One 3 
20 Texas Tech i Zi meoe 3 
21 Baltimore 9 2 ee S 
21 Texas-Arlington 8 2d eae 3 
25 HOuUS Zoom 8 Zoo Zz 
24 SUNY-Albany g 2 7eeiee Z 
24 George Mason 8 22 G Zz 
25 Laval 4 POO 7 2 
26 Boise St ee) ZO 2 
Z27Missouri-se bourse? oo Z 
28 Mississippi Sto 12 ao7 at 
29 Quebec 6 Ties 1 
2 F3G@ TO ous s 9 ii Oo 1 
29 Florida Atlantic? 11.09 1 
29 Kansas St f Liz 1 
29 Nevada-Reno vy, Liao? 1 
29 SUNY—-EAaneitan seme LEGS i 
29 Delaware 10 Lime Hi 
29 Maine Z Lies 1 
29 Rice il; Lieaos it 
38 Georgia Tech 6 IO) 6 Si 1 
39 Babson College 9 Omer ik 
3° South hoe nada 18 LORCt il 
SOW sees 1 wy ee 1 OSC 1 
So Micnercan 10 LOmei 1 
39 Calese-frullertona 1OA@H a 
SS LOrOn ee Z 1 Ocean a 
39 Hawali 5 LOR 0e i 
So Mee rit S Ora ai 
47 SMU 4 Owe 1 
47 Indiana LG Oaaed i 
47 James Madison 8 OFA 1 
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Appendix B-5. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1989 


477 Case Western 8 9.14 il 
ee Ball St 8 8.98 1 
en USC 9 8.98 ik 
51 Bowling Green St 5 8.98 ab 
meecornel | S 8.98 il 
om ©CU 4 8.98 ip 
ee boston 8 Seo iE 
mec incinnati 6 8.98 1 
51 McMaster 4 8.98 iE 
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Appendix B-6. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1988 


University No. Fac Jrnil Seonme No .Are 
1 Pennsylvania 5 Gilt 6 
2 Colorado-Denver 6 61.19 6 
3 Texas Tech 7 DA eZ 5 
ASS @ 9 Soe) = 
5 Texas-Austin 14 5 aes 5 
6 Minnesota 26 49.02 5 
7 “Ohio State q 44.30 4 
8 Harvard y 39.93 4 
9 Arizona 12 39.01 4 
10 Georgia 6 Sameee 4 
cI HOUSsieem 8 36225 3 
12 Queens 4 3259 3 
13 Massachusetts S 3 19e86 3 
14 MIT 12 29.92 5 
15 Telede 5 29.00 3 
16 Bowling Green St 5 23s 3 3 
17 Purdue 6 Zo e066 2 
18 NYU 19 Zee Z 
19 UC-Irvine 9 Ze 2 
20 Hawalil 5 Za lee 2 
20 CMU 6 Ze oA Z 
22 UNC-Greensboro 6 2 ial 2 
23 UCLA 6 Zee Zi 
e 24Naval PGS Dy Zee Zz 
24 American U 10 Zee Z 
24 Temple 5 Zee 2. 
24 Georgia St Ls 2, Wee) z 
28 Rhode Island 2. 20702 2 
29 McMaster 4 ToS 2 
2 SoC tine ieee 6 Toes Zz 
3. Dayieon 8 So 2 
32 Memphis St 8 B= 28 Z 
32 Arkansas 6 Bee Z 
34 Illinois Tech S ‘| Zee oe il 
34 11i-Urband 3 Leer IL 
S40 au) eZ 12 SF it 
34 Baltimore 9 LZ i 
38 North Texas St 13 11.09 1 
38 Michigan 10 LoS i 
38 Texas—-At Ping toms Lies ik 
38 Laval 4 1 ios iM 
So Sie Clouds se es iia 1 
Se8(Cal so t= Domenie .4 11.09 iL 
38 Penn State Sow LAOS 1 
45 Rutgers 4 LOr es 1 
46 Colorado 5 Ono 1 
Jor tesbuagn 9 Oza il 
46 Rensselaer 2) iO ee ih 
46 Case Western 8 OVO 1 
46McGill S Oe un il 
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Appendix B-6. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1988 


=) SMU 4 9.14 i 
pl Detroit Z o214 i 
53 Luther College 2 Gao o it 
53 Canisius College 4 8.98 1 
53 Western Michigan 3 8.98 1 
memMissouri-St Louis? 8.98 1 
53 Texas A&M 10 Seo 6 al 
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Appendix B-7. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1987 


University No.Fac Jrnl Seemwe NowAte 
1 Ohio State 7 Live al 
2 Massachusetts 3 64 6 
3 Pennsylvania S) DU. 00 a 
4 Toledo 3 AZ 4 
5 Minnesota ZG AS oe 4 
6 Georgia 6 3128 4 
7? Houston 8 360295 4 
8 Queens 4 3436 3 
9 Hawall 5 S29 3 
PGsUG— Wav tire 9 32 nS 2 
11 SUNY-Albany 3 S0ReS 5 
12 Harvard , Zoo S 
1s Nx ee 29.05 S 
14 Georgia St eS Zee Z 
S-PLoOn tee 8 2 eee 2 
16 Texas-Austin 14 ean 2 
17/7 Cal State e206 2007 Z 
17 Beitish Go lume ia-s. Z0 302 2 
19 SMU 4 oes 2 
19 UCLA 6 ood Z 
Z eer eZ Se eZ 2. 
22 Syracuse 5 L726 2 
22 Auburn 9 iy SoG Z 
24 I1l-Urbana 3 Zod 1 
24 Ti —-Chteage 2 Zee ih 
26 CMG 6 LieoSs i 
27 Ue 8 LOR Or: dk 
2/7 Delaware 10 LO Ot il 
27 American U 10 LO: oat 1 
2/ Laval 4 Ore 1 
27 Bentley College 16 OPO 1 
Zi Coleen ade 5 LOG it 
24 Cornel S 10200 1 
34 Vermont Z 9.14 il 
34 North, féxas ses Sree 1 
34 Texas A&M 10 Ore il 
34 Bowling Green St 5 Sera i 
34 Arizona St 9 O24 ih 
34 Eastern Michigan 8 one i 
34 Wisconsin-Mad 3 9.14 ak 
34 Missouri-St Louis9 9.14 1 
427 Colorado —Celopgcec G2 il 
42 UNC-Charlotte 2 Seo i 
42 Arizona Ik 8.98 1 
42 Calgary I Cees ih 
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Appendix B-8. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1986 


University No.Fac wenl Score NeeArt 
ie NYU if ooo 4 
2 Minnesota 26 Lea) 4 
oe CMU 6 Solo 3 
4 SW Texas St 6 nee 3 
Meee lorida Atlantic 7 Boe | 3 
oe UCLA 6 S79 3 
7 Rensselaer 5 Zea ae Z 
8 Miami (FL) ey 22 es 2 
9 Ohio State df Ze 2 
Ss) LONaval PGS slay Zale es Z 
11 Case Western 8 Zee) 2 
fBritish Columbia 7 ZOe 072 2 
12 Hawaii 5 ZOROZ 2 
14 Harvard dl ow 2 
fmeecolorado-ColSpgs 6 Lol 2 
mone! 1—-Chicago 9 LZ e i 
16 Dalhousie 2 Zo il 
16 Texas-Austin ea Zee 1 
19 Georgia Tech 6 Jie: it 
mo Houston 8 ioe 1 
19 Arizona eZ iia 1 
ico TCU 4 ier al 
iPeeotantord 4 ies 1 
24 Queens 4 Oe Ee i 
2 SC 9 OL al: i 
Ao Dayton 8 Geil il 
25 Laval 4 Oo il 
27> Oakland Lia ORO i 
fee borida Intl ie Or Cul 1 
25 UNC~Greensboro 6 oe Oe 1 
25 McMaster 4 Oren i 
Zo MIT ie OO) il 
25 Waterloo 4 Or OT i 
25 American U nO OO w it 
foe? Lorida 8 9.97 i 
eo Michigan 1D) oe 7 i 
37 Pennsylvania 5 See al 
38 Wisconsin-Milw 9 9714 i 
SaMissouri-St Louis? 9.14 1 
Sorerizona St 9 oe 4 1 
Sescincinnati 6 Sel Il 
38 Penn State SOU, eee n 
38 Notre Dame i eel 4 1 
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Appendix B-9. Weighted Academic Departmental Rankings-1985 


Universite, No.Fac Jrnl Seerme No AGE 
iho 19 42 lac 4 
2 SUNY-Albany 5 5. ao 5 
3 Case Western 8 33 ee. 3 
4 Massachusetts 5 32 0S 3 
5 Ue -1 Eve 9 32745 3 
6 Queens 4 Ses 5 
7 Missouri-St Lours9 2 Oe 3 
8 Ohio State a 23545 Z 
9 Minnesota 26 ZU Za 
10 James Madison 8 12250 1 
lO British eelhinb tare LZ 1 
27 Mieinacrane 10 ies it 
12 UC-Berkeley > ies il 
12 Pace University 1 eS i 
12 Temple 6 I eee ik 
12 Stanrend 4 1AneeS 1 
17 MIT ae. LOO s il 
17 Georgia St 5 IG)e, Gh. il 
17 Quebec 6 Oral 1 
17 UCLA 6 Oe. 2 1 
17 Texas Tech a LOROd 1 
17 Calgary WZ TORO il 
17 Boston 8 Oat il 
24 Pennsylvania 5 Seo i 
25 ALuZomd 12 9.90 il 
25 Harvard 7 9.90 1 
22 Suu 4 9.14 1 
2 Oleg Denmimaem 4 9.14 it 
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Appendix C. 


Grover, 


University 
Minnesota 
Arizona 

MIT 

Texas 

NYU 

Georgia 

WSC 

British Columbia 
Texas A&M 

mer ittsburgh 
mieBoston University 
12 Harvard 

13 Pennsylvania 

14 UCLA 

ino Toledo 

16 Carnegie Mellon 
ierassouri-St. Louis 
18 Colorado-Denver 
19 Florida Intl 

20 SMU 

mimuc-Irvine 

Pe Houston 

23 Colorado-Boulder 


24 Case Western 
Z25 McGill 


WW MAATAAHWNE 


Segars, 


a 


Top Institutional Representation in MIS Literature 


Senem 9G 2— 1 O9i 


University 
26 Hawaii 
2/Renssalaer 
28 Dartmouth 
29 Indiana 
30 Texas Tech 
31 Penn State 
S2Z,Neren Carolina 
Seoul Y—Allbany 
34 Tel Aviv 
35 Laval 
36 Naval PGS 
37 American University 
SoeoUNY —Bilger a lo 
So Goeller ade—-Colospds 
40 Oakland 
41 Georgia St 
42 Boise St 
43 Michigan 
44 Missouri-Columbia 
45 Wisconsin-Milw 
46 Syracuse 
47 Arizona St 
48 Queen's University 
AV) louie) Sie 
50 Northeastern 


Appendix D. Hayes and Huskey (1993) IS Journal Prestige Ramkume 
and Weights 


Rank Journal Weight 
is Management Science LA 
an Information systems Research 11.43 
Se Communications of the ACM 11.038 
an IEEE Pransacevons On) 25 Lomas 
ak Admin Science Quarterly 10758 
6. CM Transactions on IS Oey 
Oa MIS Quarterly LOsen 
oar ACen oe 
9. Harvard Business Review 9.36 
Ree Academy of Management Journal OF G2 
I ORSA Journal on Genpueiae S270 
Ie Decision Science 9.14 
Le IEEE Computer 9.04 
14. Journal of MIS 0.96 
es Sloan Management Review a0 
Ge Accounting Review 8.58 
les DéGision SUPpOre Systems 8.40 
er Interfaces Toe 
ino Information and Management oe 
20 Omega 7 ao 
Za Database Gags 
ae Journal of Systems Management 6226 
23 EDP Analyzer D0 
24 Datamation 4.87 


oe 
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